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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
4/26/2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-15 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 2, 4, 8, 10, 12, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Mihcak et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,996,273). 

Regarding claim 1 , Mihcak discloses: 
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- receiving an image (Fig. 1 : segmenter 110 receiving a digital image signal 105); 

- deriving a single hash value representative of the image, as a whole, such that 
images that are visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately 
independent of one another and images are different but visually similar result in 
identical hash values, whereby a comparison between a hash value of a first image and 
a hash value of a second image indicates whether the first and second images are 
distinct or visually similar (col. 7, lines 22-38: the hashing techniques generating hash 
values (a single hash value for each image) such that images X and Y are visually 
distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another, and 
images X and Y that are different but visually similar result in identical hash values, and 
the comparison between hash values of images X and Y indicates that they are visually 
similar). 

Regarding claim 2, Mihcak teaches a system memory for storing a hash value in 
association with an image (Fig. 4: system Memory 906). 

Regarding claim 4, Mihcak teaches comparing the hash value with another hash 
value derived from another image (col. 7, lines 31-34: comparing two hash values). 

Regarding claim 8, Mihcak discloses: 

- a segment combiner 160 as an image hashing unit to compute a single 
hash value representative of an image, a whole (Fig. 1), such that images that are 
visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another 
and images are different but visually similar result in identical hash values (col. 7, lines 
22-38: the hashing techniques generating hash values (a single hash value for each 
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image) such that images X and Y are visually distinct result in hash values that are 
approximately independent of one another, and images X and Y that are different but 
visually similar result in identical hash values); 

- a storage to hold the hash value (Fig. 4: system memory 906). 
Regarding claim 10, Mihcak teaches an image comparison module to compare 

the hash value representative of the image with a second hash value representative of a 
second image to determine whether the images are visually distinct or visually similar 
(col. 7, lines 31-38). 

Regarding claim 12, Mihcak discloses a computer readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions, which when executed on a processor, direct to a 
computer to (Fig. 4: computer 902; and col. 15, lines 4-15): 

- compute a single hash value representative of a digital image, as a whole, such 
that images that are visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately 
independent of one another and images are different but visually similar result in 
identical hash values (col. 7, lines 22-29: the hashing techniques generating hash 
values (a single hash value for each image) such that images X and Y are visually 
distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another, and 
images X and Y that are different but visually similar result in identical hash values 
similar); 

- store the hash value in relationship with the digital image (Fig. 4: system 
memory 902); 
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- whereby a comparison between a hash value representative of the digital image 
and a hash value representative of a second image indicates whether the digital image 
and the second image are visually distinct or visually similar (col. 7, lines 30-38: 
comparing between the hash values of images X and Y to indicate the images are 
visually similar). 

Regarding claim 15, Mihcak teaches computer-executable instructions, which 
when executed on a processor, direct to a computer to compare the hash value with 
another hash value representative of another image (col. 7, lines 30-38). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5, 7, 9, 1 1 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mihcak (U.S. Patent No. 6,996,273) in view of Chang et al. ("RIME: A 
Replicated Image Detector for the World-Wide Web"). 

Regarding claim 5, Mihcak discloses: 

- receiving an image (Fig. 1 : segmenter 110 receiving a digital image signal 105); 

- deriving a single hash value representative of the image, as a whole, such that 
images that are visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately 
independent of one another and images are different but visually similar result in 
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identical hash values (col. 7, lines 22-34: the.hashing techniques generating hash 
values (a single hash value for each image) such that images X and Y are visually 
distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another, and 
images X and Y that are different but visually similar result in identical hash values). 

Mihcak does not specifically teach watermarking the digital image using, in part, 
the hash value to produce a watermarked image. 

Chang, in the same field of endeavor, teaches that RIME uses the hash value to 
produce a watermarked image, whereby the watermarked image is resistant to break 
once run everywhere attacks (page 58, paragraph 6 and page 59, paragraph 3), 
wherein the watermarking is an authentication technique applying the matching method 
to prove the ownership of image document (page 59, paragraph 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to have used the hash value to produce 
the watermarked image in Mihcak as taught by Chang in order to achieve accurate copy 
detection. 

Regarding claims 7 and 11, Mihcak discloses: 

- computing a single hash value representative of the image, as a whole, such 
that images that are visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately 
independent of one another and images are different but visually similar result in 
identical hash values (col. 7, lines 22-34: the hashing techniques generating hash 
values (a single hash value for each image) such that images X and Y are visually 
distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another, and 
images X and Y that are different but visually similar result in identical hash values). 
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Mihcak does not specifically teach watermarking the digital image using, in part, 
the hash value to produce a watermarked image. 

Chang, in the same field of endeavor, teaches that RIME uses the hash value to 
produce a watermarked image, whereby the watermarked image is resistant to break 
once run everywhere attacks (page 58, paragraph 6 and page 59, paragraph 3), 
wherein the watermarking is an authentication technique applying the matching method 
to prove the ownership of image document (page 59, paragraph 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to have used the hash value to produce 
the watermarked image in Mihcak as taught by Chang in order to achieve accurate copy 
detection. 

Regarding claims 9 and 14, although teaching as in claims 8 and 12, Mihcak 
does not specifically teach watermarking the digital image using, in part, the hash value 
to produce a watermarked image. 

Chang, in the same field of endeavor, teaches that RIME uses the hash value to 
produce a watermarked image (page 58, paragraph 6 and page 59, paragraph 3), 
wherein the watermarking is an authentication technique applying the matching method 
to prove the ownership of image document (page 59, paragraph 3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to have used the hash value to produce 
the watermarked image in Mihcak as taught by Chang in order to achieve accurate copy 
detection. 
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7. Claims 3, 6 and 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mihcak (U.S. Patent No. 6,996,273) in view of Hull et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,465,353). 

Regarding claims 3 and 13, although teaching as in claims 1 and 12, Mihcak 
does not specifically teach indexing the image using the hash value. 

Hull teaches, in the same field of endeavor, teaches indexing the image using the 
hash value, wherein the hashing has been used to speed up matching in the system 
(col. 3, lines 9-13). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to have indexing the image in Mihcak as 
taught by Hull in order to speed up the matching operation in the system. 
Regarding claim 6, Mihcak discloses: 

- computing a single hash value representative of the image, as a whole, such 
that images that are visually distinct result in hash values that are approximately 
independent of one another and images are different but visually similar result in 
identical hash values (col. 7, lines 22-34: the hashing techniques generating hash 
values (a single hash value for each image) such that images X and Y are visually 
distinct result in hash values that are approximately independent of one another, and 
images X and Y that are different but visually similar result in identical hash values). 

Mihcak does not specifically teach indexing the image using the hash value. 

Hull teaches, in the same field of endeavor, teaches indexing the image using the 
hash value, wherein the hashing has been used to speed up matching in the system 
(col. 3, lines 9-13). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to have indexing the image in Mihcak as 
taught by Hull in order to speed up the matching operation in the system. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANH H. DO whose telephone number is 571-272-7433. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 5/4-9. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, EILEEN LILLIS can be reached on 571-272-6928. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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